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Call to Order

The March 2, 2001 meeting of the National Assessi@everning Board was called to order at
8:30 a.m.

School Visit Report

Migdania Vega provided a briefing on the Board membMarch 1 visit to Coral Way Bilingual
Elementary School. Ms. Vega reported that the dasammprised of 1,463 enrolled students
and has a special bilingual program with instrutioovided in two languages. The school has
set high standards and the school’s philosophyatdhildren, regardless of their socioeconomic
backgrounds, will perform well when standards a&tehggh. Coral Way Bilingual Elementary
School is a Title 1 school, with 71 percent of stud qualifying for free and reduced lunch.
Seventy percent of the students are immigrantsthéy many of the students come from low
social economic homes. Despite these factors,din@os has received an "A plus” grade in the
state of Florida for the year 2001, which qualifted school to receive a grant of $132,000. Ms.
Vega remarked that this accomplishment evidence$aitt that students from low
socioeconomic backgrounds can in fact perform Wiigh standards are set and if one works
hard with the students. Ms. Vega described the koogledge curriculum, and explained
features of the international studies program.

Michael Nettles thanked Ms. Vega for the hospyghitovided to Board members during the
school visit.

Review and Approval of Agenda

Mr. Musick reviewed the meeting agenda. A motionBoard approval of the agenda was made,
seconded, and carried unanimously.

New Board Member: Introduction and Oath of Office

Mr. Musick introduced new Board member Ronnie Mosgt Governor of Mississippi and
administered the Oath of Office to swear in the &awor as a Board member. Governor
Musgrove remarked that he grew up in rural Mispggisand was a first generation college
graduate in his family, earning undergraduate amddegrees at the University of Mississippi.
Governor Musgrove had served two terms as a Seaatbwas Chairman of the Education



Committee, and during his second term significagitdlation was passed on education
initiatives. Governor Musgrove credited his figsade teacher for her dedication and for
motivating him to perform well. The Governor conmded President Bush for placing utmost
importance on education.

Executive Director's Report

Roy Truby provided a report on the following items:

* The Board had hired two new staff members—Jim GarlBirector of Psychometrics and
Munira Mwalimu, Operations Officer;

* New Board Member orientation sessions were helld ®dvernor Musgrove, Roy Nageak,
and Lourdes Sheehan;

* Board member terms of office had been extendecdhkyyear to enable members to serve
four year terms;

» Mark Musick and Roy Truby had met informally witll&cation Secretary Rod Paige and
had extended an invitation for the Secretary tenattthe May Board meeting scheduled to
take place in Annapolis, Maryland;

e Mr. Musick and Mr. Truby had also met with the Rdest's transition team and groups that
had expressed concern on the National Assessmé&uuaiational Progress (NAEP)
becoming akin to a national curriculum. Mr. Musarkd Mr. Truby held discussions related
to their concerns; and

* The National Education Goals Panel Task Force éeently convened and put forth very
bold proposals that were supportive of NAEP and wexe designed to secure NAEP
participation and reduce the testing burden. Muby highlighted some of these proposals
and noted that this type of support from the G®&alsel during this time of reauthorization
comes at an opportune time. It will also assistBbard in responding to the President’s "No
Child Left Behind" proposal.

Welcoming Remarks and Comments

Martha Coxe, Deputy Commissioner for the Floridgp&&ment of Education, welcomed Board
members to Florida on behalf of the Governor ofriBllo Jeb Bush, Lieutenant Governor Frank
Brogan, and Commissioner of Education Charlie Chris

Ms. Coxe described Florida's ambitious educatiagm@m known as th& Plus Program. which

is a system of assessing schools on an annual Bdmasstate has a rigorous standards driven
curriculum and schools are held to a certain stahdaSchool performance against state

standards is measured through statewide assessmedigrades are assigned. Rewards are



made to schools that earn a grade of A, or thateneadceptional improvement of at least one
letter grade. Intense assistance is offered todshbat do not meet the standard. While the
measurement concept is simple, it is not as sinplenplement. Refinements to the program
continue to be made. Ms. Coxe illustrated the pthat in the U.S. Marines, as in the school
system, uniform standards are set and while diftepersons learn at different levels, it is
important that instruction be provided for thoseowteed it in order to complete the programs of
instruction. Ms. Coxe indicated that students havevariety of skill sets, some are
disadvantaged, and all learn at different paces the job of the education system to ensure that
students leave school being able to compete imthréd and to be successful; failure is not an
option.

Florida fully supports the President's "No ChildftLBehind" initiative as well as the NAEP
program. In response to concerns about too mustinge Ms. Coxe stated that assessments
provide knowledge on student performance that altaty assists in helping children learn more.

Ms. Coxe commended Board member Thomas Fisher'srilootion to the development of
Florida’s A Plus Program and for the states' success in education assesanemeasurement.

NAEP Update

Gary Phillips, Acting Commissioner, National CentérEducation Statistics (NCES), provided
the following updates:

e Reports to be released in 2001 include the fotgvi

NAEP Releases(at press conferences)

- Late March or early April: The NAEP Reading Rep0ard;
- July: The Math Report Card;

- September: The Science Report Card;

Third International Mathematics and Science Study TIMSS) Releases:

- March 15: International Civics Assessment;

- April 4: Benchmarking study (released by Bostonl€l#);

- April 27: A U.S. report on the International Cividssessment (released at the Education
Writers’ meeting in Phoenix, Arizona);

- July: The third release of the early childhood ltundjnal study in kindergarten (which
will be followed up with a birth study);

- November: TIMSS video study;

- 2001: Item information on the 1988 NAEP Civics Assuent; and

- Latter part of 2001: Report on the Program for ¢athrs of Student Achievement
(PISA), which is a new international, study invelgi 29 countries, including the U.S.
The survey will be repeated every three yearsignse, math, and reading, focusing on
a different topic each year.

Mr. Phillips reported that new surveys that areifooming include the adult literacy survey



to be conducted in 2002 and possibly another TIgB8y in 2003.

e NCES is currently in the process of revising apdating its methodology standards, some
of which relate to NAEP. This process is expettelde completed by the end of the year.

Mr. Phillips noted that while NAEP received an i&se in funding for fiscal year 2001 from
$68 million to $80 million, the fiscal year 2002 dget will require $93 million in order to
complete all the work that NCES is being askeddo ¢ this amount is not funded, priorities
will have to be established.

Update on the Administration's Education Proposal

Mr. Musick remarked that the update and discuseiothe Administration's education proposal

is intended to focus the Board's attention on hogsident Bush's education proposal relates to
or affects the NAEP program. Although the propasah its formative stages, Board members

need to understand the specific components ofribygogal vis-a-vis the NAEP program.

Mr. Truby reported that the Senate education bdkvexpected to be on the Senate floor the
week of March 5. The Board needs to start thinkdhdNAEP related matters such as what
"confirming"” really means, what is the gap, and whi®es one know that it is closed? While
there were many unanswered questions about thed®més proposal, NAGB needs to start
thinking about these issues. Mr. Truby stated Mat Shakrani of NAGB and Ms. Carr of
NCES will share information that may assist in meging to the education proposal, and Mr.
Fields of NAGB will provide illustrative informatio by comparing a sample state's data to
NAEP’s data.

Sharif Shakrani summarized President Bush’s “NddCheft Behind" initiative as it relates to
accountability. The initiative aims to improve tlperformance of all students, especially
disadvantaged students and closing the achievegagnibetween the high achieving and the low
achieving students. To achieve this goal, the Beesiis proposing that states have annual
testing in reading and mathematics in grades tm@eigh eight, and in conjunction, annual state
NAEP testing in reading and mathematics in grades &nd eight. NAEP is to be used to
"confirm" state results. Mr. Shakrani commenteak thhe concept of "confirming" is still being
studied. He highlighted the following technicadugs pertaining to the proposal:

(1) The NAEP program will continue and will not charaga result of the new initiative since
the President's proposal is above and beyond witatriently in place.

(2) The current framework developed by NAEP, the samgpiechnique, current testing window,
and reporting by achievement levels will continue.

(3) As it is currently structured, NAEP is intendedprovide an overall picture of how students
are doing, and is not intended to measure theAmp.result, the sample size may need to be
reconsidered to produce valid and reliable resakpgecially if NAEP is used for confirming
purposes.

(4) NAEP mathematics and reading items must be suffidi® measure the total domain of the
framework as adopted by the Board.



(5) The items must be secure to produce reliable estsnat what students can do at the state
level in grades four and eight.

(6) Since there is likely to be more focus on NAERyiit be very helpful to release more items
so that educators can know what is being measwigddexamples of what is being tested.

(7) Since testing will take place every year, fieldtites should be integrated with the
operational assessment.

Peggy Carr commented on the following technicakeatpof the proposal, which are consistent
with the Board's initiatives on state participataomd reporting timelines:

(1) A major technical issue to be resolved is how tahdosampling for the national and the state
NAEP. One possibility is to combine state and maticctandards so that the data can be used
together. For this to work, all 56 jurisdictions wid have to participate. Standardization of
the national and state components would also bessacy. This approach would greatly
reduce the burden on school administrators; thengldvbe uniform treatment on exclusion;
and using only one contractor for the data colkectvould reduce the risk of test items being
leaked, stolen, or copied.

(2) It will be necessary to develop a timeline for apexlited analysis of the data. This will
require a better way to get the data from the sshtwothe schooling centers in the least
amount of time. Using the Internet is a possihility long as security precautions are used.

(3) Ms. Carr pointed out that another issue to consisl@eplacement of released items. She
noted that open-ended items are difficult to gevpugh the approval process expeditiously,
and as a result, there could be fewer open-endetsiin the future.

Mr. Shakrani stated that the sample size affeatdirmoation. He highlighted the desired sample
size specifications, and emphasized the importahcemmunicating to states how the data are
reported and how disadvantaged is defined in NAERese are important steps prior to the final
confirmation stage.

There are additional research issues to be comsidarch as accommodation (since there are
different rules of exclusion used by NAEP and thetes); participation; motivation; and the
increased testing burden. Edward Haertel suggestdihg another research issue—examining
the variant testing windows and exploring the pabsi of having schools used in two-year
cycles, so that 50% of the sample would be the s@m®o successive years, significantly
increasing the accuracy of trends.

Diane Ravitch asked what percentage of test itamsedeased after the NAEP assessment. Mr.
Shakrani responded that items are never reusedthég have been released, and that between
25% and 40% are released when the assessment @etedn Ms. Ravitch remarked that
NAEP's confirming role will raise the stakes andpamut student motivation. She therefore
suggested further research in this area.

Ray Fields presented a simulation of NAEP dataawss a sample state’s data to illustrate what
a confirmation might look like, and to illustratesues and concerns that may be raised in the
process.



Mr. Fields stated that there are many questiorstsider such as definitions of “achievement
gap,” “confirmation,” and the criteria or standautd be used in making those determinations. It
is also unclear what year the starting point/baseill be.

Mr. Fields emphasized that the simulation was awimiprogress and is for illustrative purposes
only. He went on to illustrate the data for "Stateversus the NAEP data. Mr. Fields pointed
out that the states have 50 unique state testogygms, different standards, different definitions
of disadvantaged students, and of adequate yeswtyrgss. Further, currently NAEP does not
have a way to confirm the adequate yearly progréasstate using the state's definition.

Board members then engaged in a question and arssgsion on the simulation. Topics
discussed included:

* How the achievement gap would be defined;

* The definition of disadvantaged students;

» Different definitions of performance levels amorigtss vis-a-vis NAEP, which will affect
the reporting of accurate results;

* The definition of adequate yearly progress and séte the definition;

* The possibility of fewer open-ended test items e future and resulting impact on
measuring more complex skills; and

» Differences in what NAEP and state assessmentsureeas

Ms. Ravitch suggested that, given the new kindegbonsibilities and challenges that NAGB is
facing, a committee of the Board should be estabtisto take another look at NAGB'’s
frameworks to ensure that the frameworks which werigen 10 or 11 years ago are, in fact,
appropriate for the new responsibilities.

Mr. Fields thanked NCES and ETS staff for theiristasce with the presentation. Mr. Cody
thanked Mr. Shakrani and Mr. Fields for their reskavork on these complex issues, and he
emphasized the need for all the issues to be redalery carefully. Mr. Truby thanked Peggy
Carr and the contractors for their work on the nhode

Meeting Recess

The first session of the March 2, 2001 Board meetatessed at 10:35 a.m. to permit various
committees to meet.

Meeting Reconvened

The second session of the March 2, 2001 Board ngestconvened at 1:45 p.m.



Update on 2004 Mathematics Framework Project

Wayne Martin, the Council of Chief State Schooli€dfs (CCSSO), provided an update on the
2004 Mathematics Framework Project. As a resuleqgtiests made by various states, CCSSO
has chosen to maintain the existing framework witine modifications so that the short-term
trend lines from 1994, upon which the state NAE®ased, will be carried forward. Another
project responsibility is to design a small-scalelg of advanced topics at th& §rade level to
ascertain the curriculum at this grade level.

The Council of Chief State School Officers has mpemred with the Council for Basic Education
(CBE) and the Association of State Supervisors Ma@athematics (ASSM) to undertake this
project. Mr. Martin briefed the Board on the stafémbers assigned to work on the project that
is scheduled to be completed within 14 months.

A planning document was submitted by CCSSO to thard@®in October. A background Issues
Paper that discusses the status of curriculum tardlards in math since 1990, is in the final
draft stage. The object of the project is to depekcommendations for an updated mathematics
framework and for the item and test specificatiofi$ie test developer will use this blueprint,
which is being developed through a consensus psocCHse final Mathematics Assessment
Framework is scheduled to be completed by July 2Be test and item specifications will be
completed by September 14, and the final repoitbeilsubmitted to NAGB by November 30.

John Olson, CCSSO, reported that a Steering Cosmmith Planning Committee, and a
Technical Advisory Panel have been established uinlegthe project. He described the
composition of the two Committees and of the Pamal their areas of responsibilities. Mr.
Olson also reported that the ASSM is donatingstestance as it can provide a link to the states.
The Association is convening ten regional meetitaggather input from state supervisors on
state math standards, assessments, uses of NAkRtimg data, and how NAEP ties into state
approaches. This information is being collectedah local and state levels. Data collected by
ASSM will be provided to CCSSO to inform the prdjec

Mr. Truby commented that when he and Mr. Musick méh various groups at the White
House, they shared information with the groups ow lthe NAEP framework development
process is a bottom-up and not top-down proce$e grassroots process was looked upon very
favorably, allaying concerns that the framework lgdode an imposition of a national
curriculum.

Mr. Martin indicated that CCSSO would have a pregresport at the May 2001 Board meeting.
Mary Crovo reported that draft documents on thggatavould be presented for Board review at
the August Board meeting. Board action on the &aork and specifications is scheduled to
take place at the November 2001 meeting.

Wilmer Cody commented that the special probes peo@n opportunity on a fairly economical
basis to not only get the measures of what studentsv and can do, but gather other
information about why they know those things andatil going on in the instruction program.



He felt that there is far more that NAGB shoulddxgloring, and urged richer data collection in
smaller segments of the population, as opposdubtadone on a large-scale by NAEP.

Trial Urban Assessment: A Panel Discussion

Michael Nettles introduced Michael Casserly, ExaeuDirector of the Council of Great City
Schools (CGCS), Katherine Blasick, Executive Diveaif Research, Evaluation, and Student
Assessment in Broward County, Florida, and Shamnmi&, Director of Research, CGCS.

Mr. Nettles reminded the Board that the proposal doTrial Urban Assessment that was
presented to the Board at its November 2000 an@iv2001 Board meetings is continuing to be
explored. The Board found the proposal to begntrig and was working with NCES staff to
explore its feasibility. In addition to the tenstticts that were initially proposed for the
assessment, the Board is exploring the idea olidnaty five additional districts. NAGB is
moving in the direction of establishing an Advis@gmmittee to make recommendations to the
Board about specific policies and practices governihe administration of NAEP in the
districts.

Michael Casserly described the composition of tleir@il of the Great City Schools (CGCS)
and membership criteria. He stated that CGCScmadition of the nation’s largest urban public
school systems across the country, with a memheshapproximately 58 major city school
systems. The Council serves as a national voicaifioan education, and has an active set of
supports for building capacity and assistance talleschool systems across the country. The
Council’'s work is divided into four major categ@iemproving student achievement and closing
the academic achievement gaps in the cities; impgoveadership and governance and
management of urban public school systems; impgoeiportunity, financing, and funding of
urban schools; and providing professional developgnigr all of the constituents inside of the
urban community. The Council also has an activd aggressive research effort and is
supported and funded directly by the individualasulsystems.

Mr. Casserly then summarized the Council's proptsatiesign and conduct a trial NAEP
assessment of large, urban public school systemmssache country. He explained that the
proposal was initiated for three reasons:

(1) The Council is committed to setting high acadentémdards and improving the quality
of urban education in the U.S. Currently, theredasvay of measuring progress on those
standards. The Council is unable to answer thetigmeshat if progress is being made,
who is making the fastest progress and who is ripsie achievement gaps the most?
Another question to be answered is, of all the stHwstricts making really fast progress,
why are some school districts making headway ahdrstare not?

(2) The Council needs to collect additional informatimm what is effective in closing the
academic achievement gaps in the districts. Da¢als1to be collected across state lines,
city by city.

(3) More comparable data is needed on communities ainbd urban school districts to
enable comparisons, such as comparing data from@téans to data from St. Louis.
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Mr. Casserly stated that since the proposal foradsessment was first presented to the Board in
November 2000, there have been some developmdits. Board's Executive Committee has
approved a resolution to proceed with the propesseéssment. Further, CGCS has presented the
proposal to President Bush’s transition team. Masserly was hopeful that the detailed budget
to be submitted to Congress in the coming weeklsnalude funding for this initiative.

Mr. Casserly introduced Katherine Blasick, DireadbResearch, Evaluation, and Testing for the
Broward County (Florida) Public Schools, whichhe fifth largest school system in the nation.

Ms. Blasick described Florida’'s state assessmerd—RGAT, which is an annual statewide
assessment at multiple grade levels in mathemagéasing, and writing, with social studies and
science to be included in the near future. In @oldito a criterion reference type of assessment
based on the state’s standards, Florida also asi®isia reference assessment to students in
grades 3 through 10. Broward County has also imetged the SAT 9 to®land 2¢ grade
students, because the county cannot wait untiétiteof 3 grade to get that kind of information

in order to gauge where its students are perforimirmpmparison to the nation. In addition"10
graders this year took the state sponsored PSATa ovoluntary basis, with a 40-45%
participation rate.

The FCAT is a high stakes test as results are fssadaking promotion and retention decisions.
Multiple pieces of information are being looked &tudents who are not demonstrating what
they need to know in order to be successful anthd grade level are retained, and a summer
program of instruction is provided. The criteriarjppof the assessment is also used as a
graduation requirement. The FCAT results are dsedrading schools through letter grades—
A through F.

Ms. Blasick noted that Broward County also lookédwaat was happening nationally and
recognized that not only does the county want tmnkabout the proportion of students that hit a
certain standard, but also recognized that with ldige number of students (approximately
250,000) coming into its school system, it also gk at gain, because some students are not
coming in at the same level as other students.

It is important to have information on individualudents over time. It was Ms. Blasick’'s
viewpoint that the highest stakes on any assessimdhat people make judgments about the
schools based on the assessment results. ThesKey the assessments to help identify the
strengths and weaknesses of individual studentwedisas in the overall curriculum, and to
institute changes so as to improve student perfocemand close the achievement gap.

Ms. Blasick pointed out that an upcoming issuetler state is that the FCAT data are going to
be used for teacher evaluation. It is importaritécable to compare districts and schools so that
positive experiences and gains can be replicatedaoables that can help increase student
achievement can be understood.

Ms. Blasick reported that the state data and iddiai district data are reported publicly on the
states’ web site and through the media. Testtesuné electronically transferred to the county
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so that they are available to the teachers quiédyany point in time a teacher can pull data for

their class, disaggregate their class data, ankl &csimilar students across the school. Ms.

Blasick stressed the importance of receiving tiselte back in time for the classroom teachers
or district administrators to make decisions toriowye what they are doing as soon as possible.
The state is also spending a lot of time on pradess development to help teachers understand
the information and to make good decisions abaituction based on data.

Sharon Lewis of the Council of Great City School®vded a summary of the Atlanta
assessment system, on behalf of Atlanta SuperiatgriBeverly Hall who was unable to make
her presentation to the Board in person.

Atlanta administers a kindergarten assessment wdsth is a behavioral checklist; a writing
assessment in grades 3, 5, and 8; as well as #m¢o8t 9 complete edition in the same grades.
The criterion reference test, developed by theeSiatGeorgia, will be administered for the first
time in April of 2001 to students at grades 4,1 8 in language arts, reading, and mathematics.
In 2002, it will be expanded to include more grad€3eorgia also administers a high school
graduation test starting at grade 11 and it alsbggaates in the state sponsored PSAT. There are
also a number of local assessments, including gebed | exam, the scholastic reading test, the
scholastic mathematics test, and an end-of-yeasedasting in mathematics.

Georgia participates in the NAEP assessment, afahtathas, for many years, participated in
the Georgia sample. However, the Atlanta PublicoBth do not really use NAEP results,
because they do not receive individual studenpalcbr system score reports.

Mr. Casserly asked Ms. Blasick how data from thialTwrban Assessment conducted by NAEP
would assist Broward County and how the issue stfherden would be addressed. Ms. Blasick
responded that NAEP data would allow comparison st#te vis-a-vis national student
performance and results could be used to contystengthen curriculum, identify areas of
need, and allow a focus in those areas. She alpedhthat a Trial NAEP might provide
additional key information to look at the natiorddta to see if there is something different
within the urban districts. If information is madeailable by district, it will enable districts to
ascertain where they are meeting with greater sscaad share the keys to success. On the
issue of test burden, Ms. Blasick stated that stendt envision much additional burden since
her district already participates in NAEP.

Thomas Fisher wondered what Ms. Blasick would sayér staff and students so that they
would approach the NAEP activity with the same gusith which they approach the FCAT.
Ms. Blasick replied that she would have to conviheeteachers that the test results would have
value, such as helping to make curriculum changdsdacisions on programming. The teachers
would then have to present it to the students asgbenportant. Another issue to consider is
timing of the NAEP assessments in relationshiptheiostate assessments.

Board members then engaged in a question and arsegsion on the proposed Trial Urban

Assessment. Issues addressed included the chascbjects assessed and participation of other
large school districts that are not city based sagchounties or large suburban school systems.
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Roy Truby commented that showing an overall dicecnd being able to confirm a direction is

going to be easier technically and conceptually tlweking at the gap. To look at the issues

raised in a systematic way, Chairman Musick ha®iapgd an Advisory Panel to be chaired by

Michael Nettles, with members to be decided. Mubl asked if there was some way, as part of
the Trial Urban Assessment, to better examine #peigsues, how to better display the gap, and
to somehow dovetail this proposal into a modelatceta better look at what NAGB has been

asked to do or may be asked to do with the Buglaiivie. Mr. Casserly acknowledged that the

gap issue needs to be addressed further and tisatot currently possible to make gap closing

comparisons across states for the major citiesvoltld be a major benefit to have a Trial Urban

NAEP Assessment that specifically addresses thesss

Mr. Casserly expressed concern that the use of N&sE# confirmation would serve as a veto on

whether or not a state’s progress has been rewarde@dxample, if the state assessment showed
progress by the state but the NAEP assessmenbtghow progress, whatever bonus, reward or
recognition the state might receive towards pragvesuld then not go forward.

Jo Ann Pottorff asked Mr. Casserly to explain tifeecence in memberships between CGCS and
the Council for Urban Boards of Education. Mr. Galsexplained that the Council for Urban
Boards of Education is an affiliate of the Natiorfathool Boards Association, and its
membership consists of individual school board memrmbnot cities, as with CGCS. He stated
that CGCS attracts the largest school districtslenthe Council for Urban Boards of Education
attracts the mid- and moderately-sized cities a&cths nation. With CGCS’s membership, the
administration, the superintendent, and the Boaifdoication work closely to address issues of
urban education.

Diane Ravitch observed that many districts do nabhtwo know their results, because they are
afraid that they will be embarrassing. She theeefmngratulated the Council for its courage in
wanting to know the results, and its willingness$ite with the results and use them.

Ms. Wolf remarked that two years ago, Mr. Casskdg raised the question about differentiating
below basic, and now the Board has a proposaloimt fof it, not only to differentiate basic but
also the proficient range. Ms. Wolf expressed thsspbility that this trial could be an arena in
which the Board could look at how that differeribatworks out. Mr. Casserly acknowledged
that this would be very constructive, as CGCS wdnddnterested in that kind of differentiation
across all of the levels, particularly in below lbavecause a large share of the students are
below basic, and there is no other way of measuham progress up the ladder.

Mr. Cody asked if CGCS will be able to pay attentto trend data when it provides the reports
to cities on their state assessment systems. Misetly assured him that there will be trend data,
and each city will be benchmarked against the dtated, subject-by-subject, and grade-by-
grade.
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Closed Session

NAEP 2000 Reading Report Card: Fourth Grade

In accordance with the provisions of exemptionB)gf Section 552b(c) of Title 5 U.S.C., the
full Board met in partially closed session on Mag;t2001 from 12:15 p.m. to 1:35 p.m. to
receive a briefing from Gary Phillips, Acting Consgsioner of the National Center for Education
Statistics on the National Assessment of EducatiBriagress (NAEP) 2000 Reading Report
Card: 4" grade national results.

Mr. Phillips described the features and contenth@MNAEP 2000 national reading assessment.
Results were presented in the following categories:

- Average scale scores for the nation;

- Scale score percentiles;

- Achievement level results;

- Results by race/ethnicity and gender;

- Trends in racial/ethnic/gender gaps;

- Average scale scores by type of school;

- Pages read daily for school and homework;
- Time spent on homework;

- Reading for fun;

- Number of different types of reading materialsha home;
- Time spent watching TV dalily;

- Percentage of students by race/ethnicity;

- Students with disabilities; and

- Students with Limited English Proficiency

Open Session

Review NAEP Long-Term Trend Assessment Iltems

Peggy Carr described the history and nature ofldhg-term trend assessments in reading,
science, math, and writing. The assessments carfsishmeworks that were developed in the
1960s and 1980s and represent the more basicksidivledge base requirements that were
important for students to know then. The newer arale contemporary frameworks are more
advanced and reflect more advanced level skille itéms that appear on the long-term trend
assessment are the original items. At one poietetlvas an attempt to update and change the
items, but after the 1986 reading anomaly, NCEShmge items back on the assessment.

Ms. Carr summarized the differences between then MBAEP assessment and the long-term
trend assessment:

(1) An important feature of the long-term trend assesgns in the nature of how the items
are actually administered to the students. Thewdmeinistered in balanced and complete
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blocks; i.e., the math and science are administergether, and the reading and writing
are administered together, which is different frdrow the main assessment is
administered.

(2) The main NAEP assessment and more contemporaryyivarks are at grades 4, 8, and
12, as opposed to the model grades of 4, 8, arttiatlare represented in the long-term
trends.

(3) The long-term trend takes about 45 minutes to adtein and has very few open-ended
items on the assessment, in sharp contrast to ¢tlne contemporary assessments which
have more stated response questions (short anfldodgpen-ended items.

(4) Student and school questionnaires are includechenang-term trend assessments, but
there is no teacher questionnaire.

(5) Proficiency scores are reported on a scale fronro 800, with a cross-grade scaling
approach, which means there is a hierarchical tstrei¢o the numerical reporting of the
data by age level.

(6) The major subgroups include whites, blacks, ang&hgs.

(7) Private schools are included in the assessmentyridike the main NAEP assessment,
there is no attempt to do an oversampling for pesehools.

The assessment was last given in 1999 and is dbe sdministered again in 2003. Ms. Carr
noted that studies show that what appears on thgtkrm trend represents those skills and
knowledge that are still important to our childreamd that they are really under the more
contemporary framework in the assessments thatsept them.

Ms. Ravitch commented that the long-term trend ss®ent covers only very basic skills, and

educators feel they have progressed past that ¢b mmre advanced student skills. Ms. Ravitch
guestioned why the long-term trends are so flattesd of reflecting a steady increase in the
performance if they are really assessing the ldeeel skills. Ms. Carr responded that in the

lower levels, such as level 150, representing tloeenbasic skills than the overall assessment
itself, evidences an increase in the number ofesttedachieving those levels all the time, so
there has been some progress in basic skills.

Closed Session

Review of NAEP Long-Term Trend Assessment ltems

In accordance with the provisions of exemptionB)f Section 552b(c) of Title 5 U.S.C., the
full Board met in partially closed session on Mag;t2001 from 3:30 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. to
review secure items on the NAEP Long-Term Trende8smient. Items were reviewed in the
subjects of Mathematics, Science, and Reading@etbeparate breakout sessions.

Open Session

Review of NAEP Long-Term Trend Assessment ltems

The Board reconvened in open session to contisudistussion on item review of the long-term
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trend assessment.

Thomas Fisher noted that in his review of the lterga trend items, he came across several
instances in which items might be considered tostewhat out of date. There were also

instances where the student performance might haea actually lowered because they might
not have fully understood the instructions duehi® page layout. He expressed disappointment
that the long-term trend reveals very little impgowent. Mr. Fisher reported that his group had
discussed whether or not maintaining a long-teendrof this nature is worth the bother; Board

members were more concerned than pleased withetimereview.

Marilyn Whirry stated that her group enjoyed seding trend line, even if it was not positive,
especially in reading and mathematics, where themot the archaic quality of some of the
guestions, as seen in the science items. The ceunsenf her group was to continue the
development of the trend line, at least in readind mathematics.

Mr. Musick and Mr. Haertel pointed out that themtéevel results are much less stable than the
assessment level results.

Mr. Cody commented that many of the science itegesnsoutdated, and warned that it would be
wrong to conclude that students do not know anyensmience today (since the trend is flat)
because the scope of what is to be taught has lgsobaanged. He felt that the science trend
data is misleading, and that NAGB ought to expkhe possibility that the lack of progress or
change in trend is a function of change in therutsional program. He also suggested the
possibility of dropping the trend and startingaiker again.

Juanita Haugen stated that she felt the same wayt dbe reading and math items. She noted
that classroom instruction has changed over thesyaad as a result, she felt that students would
view the questions as irrelevant with very littleaning to them. Debra Paulson also noted the
change in instruction, but stated that the studshéaild still be able to respond to most of the
guestions. She acknowledged that some of the gueséire irrelevant and some might not be
understood by the students, because they are simoavdifferent way than the way students are
taught.

Edward Haertel commented on the diminishing aligmimeith science, and stated that if the
current NAEP assessments were given to studenksibd®77 and 1984, they would probably
do much worse on the current assessments thamssumle doing today on the old assessments,
which he viewed as encouraging. He pointed outiflsitidents can still do those things now just
as well as they could back then, and they are gidgsng more now, that in itself is an important
message. Mr. Cody pointed out that the students kavlemonstrate that they are doing more
now. Mr. Haertel also noted that the P values wesdul.

Ms. Whirry, responding to Ms. Haugen’s commentsgeddhat the reading test is very similar to
the 1984 test and that some of the reading passegyesvery good. What the long-term trend
assessment is missing is the richness of the NARIR test, because there are no open-ended
guestions. Her group felt differently from Ms. Hauds group and liked many of the questions.
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Mr. Haertel suggested studies that could be dotie these data, including item parameter drift,
which is a kind of modeling—an IRT-based proceducesee whether individual items are
getting harder or easier relative to the backdrbthe other items over time. He felt that these
data are an ideal place to do that. He noted thmstd been done for the writing trend, but that it
had been discontinued.

Mr. Haertel commented that someone in his groupesged concern on different trends in P
values on the constructed response/multiple chivéras in writing. He speculated that one
reason may be that, especially at the fourth gtedel, students are more likely to be asked to
write their responses now than they used to beeXpgessed an interest in going back to the
long-term trend data and disaggregating that dateee whether or not there are differential
trends for those two item formats.

Mr. Nettles stated that the Board continues to espra desire to maintain trends. However,
using the same trend items over and over, sayhibonext 30 years, will be very outdated. He
suggested that the Board explore alternate waysahtaining trends in the future, without
having the identical items over and over again.. Nettles questioned whether there is some
kind of way to link new items to the old assessmdnt maintain the trend line. Mr. Musick
responded that this may be possible in math butdsenot sure about reading and science.

Ms. Ravitch noted that some ideas being taughty sscpercentages, are still necessary and are
not antiquated. If they ever become outdated, tweyd be dropped at that point, but that point
has not yet arrived. She stated that most of thestgqans she saw are still basic computational
guestions that children need for advanced problewirg), without which they will not be able

to do the problem solving.

Ms. Haugen acknowledged that the question is n&thdr the skills are skills students ought to
know and be able to do, but rather it is how thestjons are presented that is outdated. She
wondered if students could be told that the tes pat of a long-term study so that they could
understand the context in which the questions wezsented.

Mr. Cody stated that he did not have a problem \h#h math and reading items, as with the
science items. He suggested conducting an irstegd analysis to compare what percentage of
the main NAEP assessment is covered by the NAE§tirm trend in its alignment study. If the
conclusion is that the long-term trend in scienoeecs just a certain portion of what NAGB is
trying to determine in the main science, then thestjon is how it is reported so that it is more
accurate. There has been no change in the sdiemok but there has been a major difference in
science that is being measured.

Mr. Musick noted that 80% of the science domain Waisig measured 20 years ago, but today
only 40% of the science domain is being measuheslfact that needs to be communicated.

Nancy Kopp reiterated concern that the sciencestdmnot measure what students know. She
stated that the trend appears as if it is a smafidrsmaller part of the domain. Something ought
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to be done about it, because the results are rdialga

Mr. Stevens expressed appreciation of the oppdyttmireview the items as he now has a better
understanding of what the NAEP Long Term Trend Assent is all about.

Mary Crovo thanked ETS staff for their assistantemabling Board review of the items. She
stated that NAGB has some work underway to loothatalignment between main NAEP and
the Long-Term Trend in those subjects. Results Ishba available at the May 2001 Board
meeting.

Meeting Adjourned

The March 2, 2001 session of the Board meetinguadgd at 5:35 p.m.

Meeting Reconvened

The March 3, 2001 session of the Board meetingrezoed at 8:35 a.m.

Student Motivation and NAEP

Harold O’Neil, Professor at the University of Scerth California, provided a briefing on student
motivation and NAEP.

He began by defining motivation as an internalestaat arouses, directs and maintains behavior,
which is usually contrasted to cognition. He addleat one way to think about this is that
cognition is thinking, motivation is feeling.

Mr. O’Neil pointed out that the TIMSS data showttdéh graders are above the international
mean in math; 8th graders are at the mean; and draithers are far below the mean. One
explanation for this is the fact that students tentty less hard as they go through schooling and
students in other countries maintain their motator are increasingly motivated as they go
through school. Performance may be underestimated tow-stakes test like NAEP, which
brings about the question of whether NAEP findiagsurately represent what students know
and can do.

What is usually true of poor performance are caogmitssues such as students do not know
enough, the academic engagement is low, therelaskaof teacher preparation, or a lack of
standards. If this is true, that leads to a patimgiementing cognitive fixes. To the degree that
there are motivational influences, it leads dowdiferent path to motivational fixes.

Mr. O’Neil theorized that students get more sopteseéd as they get older and they decide to
budget the resource they have, which is effort.tRerhigh school senior going into the world of
work or on to post-secondary education, testsNR&EP are low stakes. The cross-cultural data
show that the students from Asian countries areglbetter than we are, partly due to the fact
that they are trying hard across the board. Hetpdiout that, if an Asian parent is asked why
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their child is doing well in school, they tend &spond with “My kid works hard,” but if a U.S.
parent is asked the same question, they tend tweansMy kid is smart.” It is difficult to
influence a student being smatrt, but it is faidg to influence a student to work harder.

To the degree that motivation is important, theirdes to increase student effort and self-
efficacy. Another issue in the motivational aredhiat increasing the stakes for a proportion of
the students also increases stress. Increased &iresome of those students results in increased
anxiety, which, in turn, depresses performances Thinot true for all students, but perhaps for
the top 20 percent of the distribution. Mr. O’Neibinted out that another option to increase
motivation is to provide incentives.

Mr. O’Neil mentioned a theory in the motivationakaa that was adapted from a value and
expectancy model. The expectancy asked the que$flan | do this task?” and the value

guestion asks “Is it important to me?” Most thetsrigel that this model is multiplicative, so that

if one is zero, the performance will be low. Addital variables include gender and ethnicity.
Another concept is that of trait state conceptidmaits are pre-dispositioned, enduring

characteristics in an individual, such as intelige, achievement, or personality. They can be
changed, but they are changed with difficulty.

The three major motivational influences on NAEPiegbment at the time the test is being given
consist of two positive influences—state self-eftig (a student’s confidence of how well he is
going to do on that task) and state effort (how Imatfort he puts into it)—and one negative,
which is state worry. The two positive influences self-efficacy and effort and there is one big
negative, the worry business. Mr. O’Neil provideatexamples:

(1) If a female were taking a math test, there wouldhlggher levels of trait worry than
males, which would then raise the state worryum treducing test performance for those
students who were high in trait test anxiety.

(2) Conversely, a student high in trait self-efficaspuld demonstrate increased effort,
which would produce better performance.

To increase motivation at test time, there are stnimgs that can be done:

Financial incentives (money for each correct item)
Performance goal (competition).

Mastery goal (personal accomplishment).
Teacher-oriented goal (competition).

Certificate of achievement incentive.

Try your best (NAEP instructions).

Mr. O’Neil cited an NCES study performed in thelgdr990s that looked at rewarding students
for correct NAEP math items, usind’@&nd 13" graders. The study found that the financial
incentives did not work with the f2graders, but did work with thé"&raders. Unfortunately,
there is not enough data available to understang thé incentives did not work with the 1.2
graders. He stressed the need for a research aretbpisnent program to study these issues,
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which involves three critical policy questions:

(1) Are changes to research and development ineggtmeeded? There is very little research
that explicitly addresses motivational issues at tene for tests such as NAEP. What is
needed is a focused research and development progther than the occasional study
driven by individual investigators’ intellectualt@rests.

(2) How much research and development money igtspent on these issues? There is little to
none being spent in industry and defense, andaime sipplies to the civilian sector.

(3) How should we change our existing researchdavelopment investments to get answers to
motivation and testing issues? During what timemg& What is the research and
development road map? What is the cost? Who ikange?

Questions that demand research and developmeneeswlude:

(1) Can interventions be crafted at test time weanse state effort and state self-efficacy and
reduce state worry and thus improve NAEP perforre@anc

(2) Do motivational processes and outcomes duriAgm testing vary as a function of gender
or ethnicity?

(3) How do possible new computer-based item fornfsitaulations, search tasks, knowledge
maps) for NAEP relate to motivational processes@ridomes?

(4) What is the impact of motivation on NAEP if NREbecomes a high-stakes measuring rod?
— Several states have made their testing progranmre imgh stakes, and thus could be
expected to demonstrate differences in motivatmmmared to low-stakes NAEP.
— Would such high-stakes NAEP increase student wang if worry reduces NAEP
performance, then would such high-stakes testintgrastimate achievement?
— Anxiety or worry is higher for Latino students afeiinale students in general. Will these
students be particularly hurt by high-stakes tgstin

Mr. O’Neil reiterated that an entity needs to beakkshed for identifying and prioritizing
research across agencies. He estimated an anasilot $10-$12 million to answer the
guestions he had put forth.

Board members then engaged in a question and arsegsion on motivation issues. Mr.
Musick closed the discussion by asking Board memhb®iconsider further work or action the
Board needed to pursue on the issue of motivation.

NAEP Interactive

Steve Lazer, ETS, noted that two of the Board'ssegh goals were to make the NAEP data
more available to broader audiences, and to famlifaster and more flexible reporting of that
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data. Prior efforts to disseminate data have fatasethree distribution methods:

(1) Printed reports;
(2) Restricted use data tapes; and
(3) Data almanacs.

Mr. Lazer described the evolution of the data alatanto the information that is currently
available on the NAEP web site.

He then provided a detailed demonstration of NAHMBRerhctive, an online system under
development to provide customized search results greater flexibility of data. One of the
reasons for developing this system is to help rreesix-month reporting goal. Mr. Lazer noted
that states want shorter and snappier state repithisonly five or six key variables, but every
state wants five or sigifferent key variables. The new system will enable statewrite their
own reports. The system will be introduced with tte¢ease of the math results, and will
eventually include everything—the long-term tremgdy and the main assessments, and it will
go back to the beginning of the current framework.

Board Actions and Committee Reports

The Board heard reports from its standing ComnsttéEhe reports from the Committee
meetings, as revised and adopted after Board diggysare appended to these minutes.

Meeting Adjourned

The March 3, 2001 session of the Board meetinguadgsl at 12:05 p.m.

| certify the accuracy of these minutes.

Mark Musick, Chair Date
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